First of all we want to thank the reviewer for his/her valuable and thoughtful comments.
Germany, and the analyses are carried out with a consistent data base of precipitation and discharge data was used.
I enjoyed reading the paper; however, some issues were not entirely clear. After reading the other comments in the interactive discussion (which I did after writing down my comments) I realized that some have been mentioned there already.
In my opinion, the scientific significance can be rated 1-2, the scientific quality 1 and the presentation quality 2. As for the scientific significance, I don't know if there are any substantial new concepts or methods, but it is certainly important to understand large scale floods and the processes behind them. I liked the database, even though some issues concerning this data were not entirely clear. As for the presentation quality, there is some improvement possible. Some values were used without any further explanation (e.g., API30, return period rp5) which should be clarified; also the description of the interpolation of the 1954 precipitation is missing.
I have three larger issues, and several minor which I have listed below.
Major comments Referee Comment:
You use a number of geographical locations and you also provide a map ( Figure A1 
Authors' response:
The reference period for long-term analyses is 1960 to 2009 (50 years). The selection of this period was guided by balancing the trade-off between length of reference period and both data quality and consistency:
 For statistical analysis a time frame of 50 years is sufficient. Note that in meteorology usually a 30 years period is used to describe the climatological context.  For the long-term classification of the three specific events, 1954, 2002, and 2013 , it is not necessary that they are within the reference period. We selected these three events because they were that extreme.  The quality of REGNIE data before 1960 is relatively low due to a reduced number of measurement stations available at that time. For the evaluation of the flood in July 1954 the data are appropriate but we decided not to include this period in the statistical analysis.
We reformulated the second last paragraph in the introduction and also separated between the reference period and the three events in the Sections 2.1 and 2.2 (now 2.1.2 and 2.1.3).
Referee Comment:
How was the precipitation data for the 1954 interpolated? There is no information given. You have used the REGNIE data set for 1960-2009 and 2013 .
Authors' response:
See above.
Yes, all the precipitation data were obtained from REGNIE. In Section 2.2 (now 2.1.2) we 
The year 1952 is referred to as it is the start date of the period examined in Uhlemann et al.,
2010.

Referee Comment:
Page 8127, line 14: Blöschl et al. (2013) 
Page 8128, line 15… with the event of Uhlemann …Should probably be paper instead of event.
Authors' response:
Yes, we included event set
Referee Comment: Because it is raw data? Also for the 2013, you have used raw data (see page 8130, line 18).
See response to major comment above.
Referee Comment:
Page 8129 
Authors' response:
The 2002 event is included, but not the 1954 and 2013 events. The reasons for the reference period are stated above.
